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Building	 on	 prior	 work	 we	 examine	 design	 research	 challenges	 posed	 by	 working	
with	new	technological	applications	of	Blockchain	within	multidisciplinary	research.	
Drawing	 from	 recent	 design	 research	 of	 others,	 we	 articulate	 the	 value	 –	 and	
associated	 challenges	 –	 of	 Participatory	 Design	 creative	 approaches	 involving	 co-
design	of	similar	 ‘black	box’	 technologies.	We	go	on	to	report	on	three	workshops,	
including	one	 in	which	we	 invited	 technologists	 and	designers	 to	work	 together	 to	



















































































































































































































































































































































1	 5	 0	 0	 Sharing	photos	on	the	cloud		 1	 2	 1	 2	2	 4	 1	 4	 2	 6	 2	 1	
Creating	a	Facebook	profile	 1	 3	 2	 0	 Shopping	online	on	Amazon	 1	 4	 0	 1	2	 3	 1	 1	 2	 6	 2	 1	
Sending	money	using	online	
banking	
1	 3	 2	 0	 Downloading	an	App	on	an	
iPhone		 1	 2	 3	 0	2	 6	 0	 0	 2	 3	 0	 0	
Storing	your	email	password		 1	 2	 2	 1	 Messaging	a	stranger	on	a	dating	
platform	like	Tinder	 1	 3	 2	 0	2	 4	 2	 2	 2*	 0	 1	 0	
Using	Skype	to	call	your	family		 1	 5	 0	 0	 Making	an	in-app	purchase	on	an	
online	gaming	platform	 1	 3	 0	 2	2	 4	 1	 0	 2*	 2	 0	 0	
Facetime	call	with	your	friend	 1	 5	 0	 0	 Giving	your	credit	card	details	on	
online	gambling	websites	 1	 1	 1	 2	2*	 2	 0	 0	 2*	 0	 0	 0	
Sharing	your	location	on	
Facebook		
1	 4	 0	 0	 Giving	personal	information	
online	gaming		 1	 1	 4	 0	2	 2	 2	 0	 2*	 1	 1	 0	
Sharing	photos	on	WhatsApp	 1	 2	 0	 2	 Booking	a	room	through	AirBnB			 1	 2	 2	 1	2	 3	 2	 1	 2*	 0	 0	 0	
	
Overall	the	relatively	more	experienced	researchers	revealed	varied	perceptions	of	what	was	‘safe’,	
which	broadly	reflected	their	multi-generational	range.	The	more	mature	technologist	was	very	
distrustful	overall,	commenting	on	how	their	trust	in	Facebook	had	diminished	over	6-7	years	of	use;	
a	younger	Design	researcher,	while	finding	social	media	“pointless	and	unnecessary”	expressed	no	
concerns	about	sharing	their	location	on	Facebook.	
5.2		 Blockchain	Workshop	
Icebreaker		
An	icebreaker	question	asked	“Is	there	a	need	for	users,	technologists	and	designers	to	understand	
how	digital	technologies	work	and	why?	Digital	designer	Alice	expressed	"a	categorical	‘Yes!’"	due	to	
“implications	of	use".	Programmer	John	said,	that	while	it	was	important	to	recognise	the	limitations	
of	technology,	technologists	didn’t	“get	a	say	in	how	[the	technologies	they	create]	affects	general	
interactions,"	somewhat	abdicating	technologists’	ethical	responsibility.	Cara	stated	that	all	the	
groups	need	“an	idea	of	the	ethical,	moral	and	social	impact	it	might	have	on	one's	life",	referencing	
Einstein’s	support	of	the	atomic	bomb	project.	Kris	said	users	didn’t	need	to	understand,	but	on	
reflection	stated:	"if	I	am	using	something	or	designing	something	or	engineering	it.	Sometimes	I	am	
doing	all	three",	recognising	his	mutable	position.	Another	programmer	said:	"I	want	to	be	more	'no'	
than	the	others"	this	time	referencing	Leonardo’s	flying	machine	as	an	example	of	how	innovation	
can	thrive	without	technical	feasibility.	He	likened	this	to	algorithms:	"We	don’t	understand	what	is	
happening	in	deep	learning,	10	to	the	power	9	or	something.	We	can't	pretend	we	know…we	can't	
visualise	it"	(Alex).	Designer	Peter	said	promoting	a	product	through	use	increases	its	influence	and	
power.	He	advocated	for	historical	critique,	concerned	that	people	were	losing	technological	know-
how:	"technology	is	built	upon	technology...without	a	roadmap	and	a	general	understanding,	
[people]	will	have	no	means	of	deepening	knowledge."	Tina	considered	understanding	unnecessary	
at	a	"technical	‘I	could	make	this	happen’	level”	but	she	said	it	was	“crucial”	to	ask	questions	to	
account	for	different	perspectives	and	motivations	as	“technology	has	multiple	purposes	and	
intersections	of	power.”	Designer	Carol	took	more	of	a	user’s	perspective:	“Technology	shapes	us	as	
much	as	we	shape	it.”	She	suggested	“literacies…as	a	portable	kind	of	skill	for	figuring	out	how	things	
are	done”	and,	echoing	Tina,	accommodating	“different	ways	of	knowing."	
Making	Activity	
The	main	workshop	was	loosely	informed	by	the	approaches	taken	to	giving	material	form	to	
‘prototyping’	(Andersen,	2013;	Nissen	&	Bowers,	2015;	Akama	&	Ivanka,	2010)	within	open	PD	
dialogue.	We	used	these	as	means	of	engaging	participants	and	prompting	their	discussions	on	the	
properties	and	workings	of	the	Blockchain	technologies.	Each	group	was	invited	to	consider	
Blockchain	and	its	Blockchain-based	application	(BITNATION	or	Trust	Stamp)	separately.		
BITNATION		
The	four	participants	used	a	stack	of	clear	plastic	cups	to	build	a	chain	of	transactions	with	coloured	
balls	representing	different	users’	data	in	the	Blockchain	(Figure	4).	These	data	balls	were	
incorporated	in	such	a	way	that	they	cannot	be	removed	–	representing	Blockchain’s	immutable	
character.	To	support	understanding	further	they	labelled	this	with	coloured	letters	spelling	out	the	
word	Blockchain.	The	group	signified	the	BITNATION	application	itself	with	more	coloured	balls,	
placed	in	threes	on	a	“twirling”	plate,	which	they	animated	using	circular	card	to	suggest	movement.	
Angela	explained	“All	the	disks	are	turning	at	the	same	time	and	everyone	is	looking	at	everyone”	
representing	groups	of	individuals	consenting	to	each	other’s	transactions.	“It’s	like	the	tea	cups	that	
twirl	in	the	fun	parks”	Angela	said,	going	on	to	explain	how	the	chain	was	developing	in	real	time.	
Trust	Stamp	
Group	2	visualised	the	Trust	Stamp	application	(Figure	5)	using	figurines	and	other	material	props,	
literally	and	metaphorically–	again	selecting	the	coloured	balls,	which	clearly	suggested	their		
	
Figure	4	(top)	Visualisation	of	BITNATION;	Figure	5	(bottom)	Visualision	of	Trust	Stamp.	
use	as	personal	data.	Human	figurines	stood	in	as	Trust	Stamp	users,	and	a	‘sea’	of	blue	beads	
signalled	the	shoreline-threshold	between	digital	and	physical	worlds.	This	representation	
incorporated	the	functional	Blockchain	and	its	Trust	Stamp	application	as	one	technology	–	
prompting	higher	level	narrative	overviews	which	perhaps	belied	clear	understanding	of	how	the	
technologies	functioned.	Overall,	the	more	metaphorical	whimsical	approach	was	reminiscent	of	
some	of	sociologist	David	Gauntlett’s	(2008)	work	describing	creative	methods	for	making	material	
understandings	of	social	experience	and	identities,	the	results	of	which	require	explanation	and	
interpretation	(ibid.).	This	group’s	activity	facilitated	wider	thinking	about	the	technology’s	
application	and	implications	for	design	and	use,	including	regulation.	The	group	used	the	uniformed	
figurine	as	an	authority	to	oversee	the	verification	process.		
6. Discussion		
Both	the	groups	were	able	to	clearly	show	the	immutable	characteristics	of	the	Blockchain	
technology.	Kris,	who’d	locked	the	coloured	data	balls	into	the	chain	of	plastic	cups	made	a	nice	
analogy;	“Thinking	about	materials,	thinking	about	stuff	that	that	could	go	one	way	but	not	the	
other,	like	burning	a	match…or	making	a	cake.”	Both	groups	struggled	to	show	the	distributed	
nature	of	the	system.	This	was	possibly	due	to	finite	materials	and	time:	“how	do	you	show	the	
distributed	ledger	system?	We	need	an	entirely	new	[material]!”	declared	Tina,	who	was	probably	
the	most	knowledgeable	of	all	the	participants	on	Blockchain	and	its	uses.	
The	workshop	process	did	provide	valuable	insights	into	the	complicated	workings	of	the	technology	
for	those	contributing:	“It	makes	people	understand	the	individual	steps”	said	Tina	on	how	the	
physical	build	invited	‘conceptual	deconstruction’	of	the	Blockchain	process.	This	in	turn	provided	
critical	insight:	“…you	realise	Trust	Stamp	really	doesn’t	need	Blockchain.	Then,	why	are	these	people	
going	through	Trust	Stamp	and	trusting	them	as	a	verification	body?”	she	asked.	Carol	agreed;	the	
making	exercise	enabled	better	understanding	and	comprised	“…	an	easy	way	to	cut	through	all	the	
marketing	BS”	around	new	Blockchain	applications.	
This	speaks	to	Melanie	Swan’s	(2015)	argument	that	decentralisation,	agreeing	to	a	consensus	
model	or	recording	every	single	transaction	on	a	public	ledger	is	not	necessary	in	every	situation,	
and	reinforces	complaints	about	the	level	of	‘hype’	around	Blockchain	technologies.	Their	inherent	
opacity	and	complicated	nature	opens	up	potential	for	exploitative	marketing	–	or	apparent	black	
box	‘magic’	(Dumas,	2015,	p.5).	
Kris	stated	that	his	position	hadn’t	changed	(since	the	icebreaker),	but	increasingly	supported	this	
with	references	to	needing	professional	standards	and	regulation:		
Kris:	“if	I	am	in	a	car	with	my	family	driving	on	a	bridge	and	the	bridge	collapses,	is	it	my	fault	as	a	
user	or	is	it	the	designer’s	fault?	[…]	
Alice:	“In	the	bridge,	you	may	look	for	signs	[of	damage	and	potential	collapse]	but	in	software	you	
cannot.”		
John:	“Unless	you	are	literate.”		
Alice:	“Exactly.	A	lot	of	people	are	not	and	that’s	why	it	is	important	[to	have	sufficient	
understanding].”	
Our	methods	solicited	insights,	enabling	us	to	better	understand	people’s	understandings	of	not	only	
the	‘mechanical’	nature	of	the	Blockchain	applications	but	also	how	people	perceived	them.	Alice	
called	BITNATION	“pretty	dystopian…pretty	dodgy”;	although	BITNATION	is	meant	to	comprise	a	
“borderless	nation”	the	Blockchain	introduces	a	form	of	“customs”	(Angela).	She	later	said	“it	is	like	
Stasi	all	over	again”	referring	to	the	secret	police.	Peter	declared:	“Trust	Stamp	terrifies	me.“	Kris	
was	untrusting	of	BITNATION	and	its	online	presentation	stating:	“these	[Blockchain]	systems	are	
dishonest.”		
The	value	of	material	making	was	in	making	explicit	and	sharing	their	understandings	of	the	
workings	of	Blockchain	as	a	prompt	for	inviting	more	tacit	insights	(technical	and	socio-trust	related)	
into	understandings	and	attitudes.	Yet	it	also	enables	them	to	see	through	the	‘magic’	and	‘BS’.	
However,	we	are	equally	aware	as	design	researchers	that	such	approaches	could	misinform	and	
confuse;	the	groups	were	set	a	task	and	without	some	level	of	existing	understanding	amongst	the	
group	they	struggled	to	develop	deeper	or	clearer	understanding,	even	with	access	to	the	respective	
websites.	Obviously	there	are	ethical	and	value-related	issues	with	research	projects	such	as	
TAPESTRY	around	which	we	need	to	be	critically	aware.		
	
7. Conclusion	
There	are	many	issues	to	be	resolved	before	potential	users	routinely	enable	algorithms	to	capture	
and	manage	their	data.	Users	may	be	expected	to	trust	the	Blockchain	application	system,	because	
the	data	is	locked	with	a	private	key.	Providing	discussion	and	insights	through	creative	methods	
potentially	opens	up	opportunities	for	people	to	understand	how	they	think	about	these	systems	
and	how	they	and	their	peers	respond	to	the	‘unknown’.	We	propose	that	creative	design	
techniques	within	PD	have	rich	purpose	beyond	providing	interesting	and	thought	provoking	
mediation	between	designers,	technologist	and	user	groups.		
However,	such	workshops	have	limitations.	These	include	the	availability	of	key	participants.	We	
worked	with	colleagues	from	a	computer	lab	on	campus,	rather	than	our	TAPESTRY	Blockchain	and	
AI	computer	scientists.	Our	participating	colleagues	demonstrated	a	generous	willingness	to	take	on	
abstract	playful	activities,	and	were	prepared	to	share	their	varying	understandings	on	the	
Blockchain	technologies	and	personal	attitudes	to	various	digital	practices.	And,	while	the	materials	
we	provided	(readily	available	in	our	studio	lab	from	previous	workshops)	lent	themselves	to	
enabling	broad	representational	work,	they	sometimes	invited	particular	uses	(the	coloured	balls	as	
data,	the	figurines	as	controlling	authorities);	meanwhile,	showing	a	‘distributed	ledger’	proved	
difficult	(see	Kensing	&	Blomberg,	1998).	
We	only	began	to	scratch	the	surface	of	how	applications	such	as	BITNATION	and	Trust	Stamp	may	
impact	on	our	world.	Our	study	prompted	quite	dystopian	negative	reactions.	Critics	Iaconesi	(2017)	
and	Swan	(2015)	amongst	others	warn	that	using	Blockchain	tends	towards	quantification,	with	all	
relational,	emotional	and	expressive	interpersonal	exchanges	becoming	‘transactions’	as	a	form	of	
what	Swan	calls	economification.		
This	paper	concludes	that	PD	approaches	are	useful	in	eliciting	understandings	around	the	
perceptions	of	the	functions,	value	and	ethics	of	emerging	technologies	within	multidisciplinary	
Design	research.	Although	there	is	much	we	can	learn	from	investigating	emerging	technologies,	it	is	
also	crucial	that	they	are	studied	from	multiple	perspectives	–	not	only	designers’	and	technologists’,	
but	those	of	myriad	potential	users	to	best	fit	societal	and	human	purposes.		
Acknowledgements:	The	authors	would	like	to	thank	everyone	who	participated	in	the	workshops.	
TAPESTRY	is	funded	by	EPSRC	grant	[EP/N02799X/1].	
References	
Adner,	R	&	Levinthal,	D.	(2002).	The	Emergence	of	Emerging	Technology.	California	Management	Review,	45,	
50-66.	doi:	10.2307/41166153	
Anderson,	K.	(2013).	Making	Magic	Machines.	In	10th	European	Academy	of	Design	Conference	–	Crafting	the	
Future.	Retrieved	From:	http://www.trippus.se/eventus/userfiles/39800.pdf	
BITNATION	(website)	http://bitnation.co/	
Bryson,	J.	&	Winfield,	A.	F.	(2017).	Standardizing	ethical	design	for	artificial	intelligence	and	autonomous	
systems.	Computer,	50	(5),	116-119.	doi:	10.1109/MC.2017.154	
Clarke,	R.,	Briggs,	J.,	Armstrong,	A.,	Macdonald,	A.,	Vines,	J.,	Salt,	K	&	Flynn,	E.	(unpublished/in	progress).	
Socio-materiality	of	Trust:	co-design	with	resource	limited	community	organisations.		
Covey,	S.	(2004).	The	7	Habits	of	Highly	Effective	People:	Powerful	Lessons	in	Personal	Change.	New	York:	Free.		
Diver,	L	&	Schafer,	B.	(2017).	Opening	the	Black	box:	Petri	nets	and	Privacy	by	Design.	International	Review	of	
Law,	Computers	&	Technology,	31	(1),	68-90.	doi:	10.1080/13600869.2017.1275123	
Domingos,	P.	(2015).	The	Master	Algorithm:	How	the	Quest	for	the	Ultimate	Learning	Machine	Will	Remake	
Our	World.	Basic	Books.	
Dumas,	L.	(2010).	The	Technology	Trap:	Where	Human	Error	and	Malevolence	Meet	Powerful	Technologies.	US:	
Praeger.		
Elsden,	C.,	Manohar.,	Briggs,	J.,	Harding,	M.,	Speed,	C	&	Vines,	J.	(2018).	Making	Sense	of	Blockchain	
Applications:	A	Typology	for	HCI.	In:	Human	Factors	in	Computing	Systems	(CHI	’18).	New	York,	NY,	USA:	
ACM.	(Forthcoming)	
Eubanks,	V.	(2018).	Automating	Inequality	How	High-Tech	Tools	Profile,	Police,	and	Punish	the	Poor.	New	York,	
USA:	St.	Martin's	Press.	
Forster,	E.	M.	(1909).	The	Machine	Stops.	Edinburgh:	Archibald	Constable.		
Gauntlett,	D.	(2007).	Creative	Explorations:	New	Approaches	to	Identities	and	Audiences.	London:	Routledge.	
General	Data	Protection	Regulation	(website)	www.eugdpr.org/	
Government	Office	for	Science.	(2016).	Distributed	Ledger	Technology:	Beyond	Blockchain.	Retrieved	from:	
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/492972/gs-16-1-
distributed-ledger-technology.pdf.	
Iaconesi,	S.	(3	Sept	2017).	The	Financialization	of	Life.	Startups	&	Venture	Capital.	Retrieved	from:	
https://startupsventurecapital.com/the-financialization-of-life-a90fe2cb839f	
Johnson-Laird,	P.	N.	(1980).	Mental	Models	in	Cognitive	Science.	Cognitive	Science:	A	Multidisciplinary	Journal,	
4(1):	71–115.	doi:	10.1207/s15516709cog0401_4	
Jones,	H.	S.,	&	Moncur,	W.	(2018).	The	Role	of	Psychology	in	Understanding	Online	Trust.	In	J.	McAlaney,	(Ed.),	
Psychological	and	Behavioral	Examinations	in	Cyber	Security.	Pennsylvania,	US:	IGI	Global,	pp.109-132.	
Kensing,	F.,	&	Blomberg,	J.	(1998).	Participatory	Design:	Issues	and	Concerns.	Computer	Supported	Cooperative	
Work.	7,	(3-4),	167-185.	doi:	10.1023/A:1008689307411	
Knight,	W.	(11	April	2017).	The	Dark	Secret	at	the	Heart	of	AI.	MIT	technology	review.	Retrieved	from:	
https://www.technologyreview.com/s/604087/the-dark-secret-at-the-heart-of-
ai/?utm_medium=email_newsletter&utm_source=weekend_reads&utm_campaign=emtech2017&utm_co
ntent=emtech_preview_ai_darksecret_story&mc_cid=9aeecb6816&mc_eid=0ebe97acfb.	
Kobie,	N.	(28	July	2016).	Balancing	Security	and	Usability:	It	Doesn’t	Have	To	Be	A	Trade-off.	The	Telegraph.	
Retrieved	from:	http://www.telegraph.co.uk/connect/better-business/security-versus-usability-ux-debate/	
Latour,	B.	(1999).	Pandora's	Hope:	Essays	on	the	Reality	of	Science	Studies.	Cambridge,	Massachusetts:	Harvard	
University	Press.	
Akama,	Y.	and	Ivanka,	T.	(2010).	“What	Communities?:	Facilitating	awareness	of	‘community’	through	playful	
triggers.”	In:	Participatory	Design	Conference.	New	York,	NY,	USA:	ACM,	pp.11-20.	doi:	
10.1145/1900441.1900444	
Luger,	E.,	Moran,	S.,	&	Rodden,	T.	(2013).	Consent	for	all:	Revealing	the	Hidden	Complexity	of	Terms	and	
Conditions.	In:	Human	Factors	in	Computing	Systems.	New	York,	NY,	USA:	ACM,	pp.2687-2696.	doi:	
10.1145/2470654.2481371	
Manohar,	A.,	&	Briggs,	J.	(2017).	Designing	for	Distributed	Trust.	Creative	and	Inventive	Methods	in	CSCW	
Research:	Drawing	from	Design	Techniques	(workshop)	in	conjunction	with15th	European	Conference	on	
Computer-Supported	Cooperative	Work	(ECSCW’17),	Sheffield,	UK.		
Maxwell,	D.,	Speed,	C.	&	Campbell,	D.	(2015).	‘Effing’	the	Ineffable:	Opening	up	Understandings	of	the	
Blockchain.	In:	British	HCI.	New	York,	NY,	USA:	ACM,	pp.208-209.	doi:	10.1145/2783446.2783593	
Maeda,	J.	(2006).	The	Laws	of	Simplicity	(Design,	Technology,	Business,	Life).	MA,	US:	MIT	Press.		
Moncur,	W.,	Orzech,	K.	&	Neville,	G.	(2016).	Fraping,	Social	Norms	and	Online	Representations	of	Self.	
Computers	in	Human	Behavior.	63.	125-131.	doi:	10.1016/j.chb.2016.05.042	
Muller,	M.,	&	Lia,	V.	(2017).	Inviting	Future	Users	to	Engage	in	Speculative	Value	Sensitive	Inquiry	through	
Participatory	Design	Fictions.	Creative	and	Inventive	Methods	in	CSCW	Research:	Drawing	from	Design	
Techniques	(workshop)	in	conjunction	with15th	European	Conference	on	Computer-Supported	Cooperative	
Work	(ECSCW’17),	Sheffield,	UK.		
Nakamoto,	S.	(2008).	Bitcoin:	A	Peer-to-Peer	Electronic	Cash	System.	Retrieved	from:	
https://bitcoin.org/bitcoin.pdf	
NCA	(2016).	Emerging	New	Threat	in	Online	Dating.	Retrieved	from:	
http://www.nationalcrimeagency.gov.uk/publications/670-emerging-new-threat-in-online-dating-initial-
trends-in-internet-dating-initiated-serious-sexual-assaults/file.		
Nissen,	B.,	&	Bowers,	J.	(2015).	Data-Things:	Digital	Fabrication	Situated	within	Participatory	Data	Translation	
Activities.	In:	Human	Factors	in	Computing	Systems.	New	York,	NY,	USA:	ACM,	pp.	2467-2476.	doi:	
10.1145/2702123.2702245	
Nissen,	B.,	Symons,	K.,	Tallyn,	E.,	Speed,	C.,	Maxwell,	D.,	&	Vines,	J.	(2017).	New	value	transactions:	
Understanding	and	designing	for	distributed	autonomous	organisations.	In	DIS	2017	Companion	-	
Proceedings	of	the	2017	ACM,	pp.	352-355.	doi:	10.1145/3064857.3064862	
Norman,	D	&	Stappers,	P.	(2015).	DesignX:	Complex	Sociotechnical	Systems.	She	ji.	1	(2),	83-106.	doi:	
10.1016/j.sheji.2016.01.002		
Pasquale,	F.	(2015).	The	Black	Box	Society:	The	Secret	Algorithms	That	Control	Money	and	Information.	US:	
Harvard	University	Press.		
Rip,	A.	(2005).	Folk	Theories	of	Nanotechnologists.	Science	as	Culture.	15(4),	349-365.	doi:	
10.1080/09505430601022676	
Rotolo,	D.,	Hicks,	D.,	&	Martin,	B.	R.	(2015).	What	is	an	Emerging	Technology?	Research	Policy	44(10),	1827–
1843.	doi:	10.1016/j.respol.2015.06.006	
Speed,	C.	(2016a).	Practising	the	Blockchain.	Fields.	Retrieved	from:	http://chrisspeed.net/?p=1719			
Speed,	C.	(2016b).	Bodystorming	the	Blockchain.	Fields.	Retrieved	from:	http://chrisspeed.net/?p=1759		
Swan,	M.	(2015).	Blockchain	Blueprint	for	a	new	economy.	MA,	US:	O’Reilly.		
TAPESTRY	(grant)	http://gow.epsrc.ac.uk/NGBOViewGrant.aspx?GrantRef=EP/N02799X/1	
Tenner,	E.	(24	Aug	2003).	If	Technology	is	Beyond	Us,	We	Can	Pretend	it	is	Not	There.	The	Washington	Post.	
Retrieved	from:	https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/opinions/2003/08/24/if-technologys-beyond-
us-we-can-pretend-its-not-there/2726a351-9610-41af-a16a-b9af527cc539/?utm_term=.e5745d90a0f9	
Thomson,	C.	(3	Oct	2016).	How	Does	the	Blockchain	Work?	The	Blockchain	Review.	Retrieved	from:	
https://medium.com/blockchain-review/how-does-the-blockchain-work-for-dummies-explained-simply-
9f94d386e093	 	
Trust	Stamp	(website)	http://truststamp.net/	
Underwood,	S.	(2016).	Blockchain	beyond	bitcoin.	Communications	of	the	ACM.	59(3).	15–	17.	doi:	
10.1145/2994581	
About	the	Authors		
Arthi	Manohar	is	a	Research	Fellow	on	EPSRC	TAPESTRY	based	in	Design	at	
Northumbria	University,	from	where	she	is	developing	and	evaluating	visual	
interfaces	that	interact	with	personal	data	stored	in	a	third	party	Blockchain	
application.		
Jo	Briggs	is	Associate	Professor	of	Design	at	Northumbria	University	from	where	she	
investigates	the	methodological	possibilities	of	participative	design	approaches	in	
radically	multidisciplinary	cross-sectoral	enquiry.	Briggs	is	Co-I	on	TAPESTRY.	
	
